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Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the Office Action mailed^on Octg>er 8, 



2002 , and the references cited therewith. 

No claims are amended, canceled, or added; as a result, claims 42. 43, 59 and 72 - 99 
remain pending in this application. 



In the Amendment and Response filed July 31, 2002, Applicant added new claims 59, 72 
and 75-99. Claims 42, 43, 48 and 59 were previously pending. Claim 48 was cancelled. 

Claims 42 and 43 are product claims drawn to an interconnect structure and claim 59 is 
drawn to an integrated circuit. 

In the Office Action of October 8, 2002 it was contended that 

"newly submitted claims 59, 72 and 75-99 are directed to an invention that is 
independent from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons" with 
respect to claims 79-99, the product represented by the device claims can be made 
by a materially different process, for insttance using a sputtering process instead of 
CVD and concerning claims 59, 72 and 75-78, these are directed to a patentably 
distinct embodiment represented by Figure 4." 

The contention in the October 8 Office Action that the new claims are "directed to an 
invention independent or distinct from the invention originally claimed", in claims 42 and 43, is 
not factually correct. The stated basis for the contention, namely that "the product may be made 
by a different process", is particularly not understood as to the product claims 73 - 78. The 
"different process" is explained by stating "a sputtering process instead of CVD." Comparing 
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